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‘@‘;;‘%, UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION 8
¢ 1445 ROSS AVENUE, SUITE 1200
& DALLAS, TX 752022733
t prote

March 17, 1992

Michael E. Cavalier, P.E.
Senlor Project Manager
Weston

5599 Dan Felipe

Suite 700

Houston, Texas 77056

Subject: Comments on the Remedial Design cConsent Decree for
Arkwood Superfund S8ite, Omaha, Arkansas

Dear Mr. Cavaliar:

Please find attached a copy of McKesson Service Merchandisers Co.
comments to DOJ on tha Arkwood RD consent decree. It seems as if
McKesson Corporation has some fundamental disagreements with the
former MMI shareholders. Many of the comments presented by ERM
parallel the points you made last week.

If possible, I would like to have your raview comments by 3/27/92.
The following issues should be included;

1) the adequacy of the data collected in the RI to estimate the)(%‘sj.
volune and concentration of material to ke treated vs the new
infornation presented by Dr. Barn of IT Coxp. Dr. Bern
contends that the original sampling program was biased,

. \ 2) whether tha sampling method outlined in the SOW is adequate to ‘% ) rea
further define thae volume of so0il to be remediated durin
predesign studies, .

3) ERM’s analysis of the cost affectiveness of offsite
incineration vs onsitae incineration, and MO )

4) the technical merit of biotreatment as proposed by Dr. Bern
and refuted by ERM, « Deapri -—py_u_.
z_:c?re , ol — Yz N L
s ¢ C/W 7
Rick Thrhart T W T
emedial Project Manager
AR/IA Section (SH-EA) o \/B/(Zw/e—
. 965454
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March 10, 1992
Assistant Attornay General Federal Express

Environment & Natural Resources Division
United States Department of Justice
10th and Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20530

Re: e t as chandise R
D. J. Raf, 90-11-2-190A

Dear 8ir:

Mass Merchandisers, Inc. ("MMI," now McKesson Service
Merchandiaing Co.) submits this letter and the accompanying
attachment in response to the requast for public comments
published by the Department in the Federal Register on February
4, 1992, 57 Fed. Reg. 4216. 1In particular, MMI wishes to
respond to the comments which it understands have been filed in a
letter dated March 4, 1992, by Martha C. Brand of leonard, Street
& Deinard on behalf of a group of former MMI shareholders.

The comments of the former shareholders present a very
narrow claim. Thay contend that uncertainty about affected soils
volumes makes it imperative that altarnative treatment remedies
that will meet thae Record of Decision ("ROD") cleanup standards
not ba precluded by tha consent decrea. The former shareholders
contend that entry of the decree should ba pestponed until an
$8,000 field screening program is performed to delineate more
precisely the volumes of affected soils and other naterials to e
treated at the site. According to the former shareholders, the
information that would be developed by thair proposed screening
program would lead to the selection of a more cost-effective
remedy at the site. More specifically, the former shareholders
argue that biological treatment should be added in lieu of, or in

3“7
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Agssistant Attorney General
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advance of, tha incineration of any affected materials. They
also argue that off-asite incineration will be more cost-effective
than on-site incineration if any further treatment is needed
after the biolcgical treatment step.

Because the former shareholdars’ comments depend
primarily on technical questions regarding thae adequacy of the
data currently available about the site, MMI asked ERM=-Southwest,
the professional consulting £irm that performed tha site Remedial
Investigation and Feasibility Study, to review the former
shareholders’ comments. A copy of ERM-Southwest’s review is
attached as Exhibit A to this letter. Based on ERM-Southwest’s
analysis, MMI offers the following comments on the former
shareholdars’ contentions.

First, MMI doubts that the $8,000 screening progranm
proposed by the former shareholders would produce any meaningful fj”
nev information. The field screening program proposed by the AU
tormer shareholders, according to ERM-Southwest, would screen
saxples for pentachlorophenol ("PCP") only and therefore would ba
considerably more limited than the pra-design studies called for
by the Statement of Work (Appendix B of the decrea), which will
combine field screening for PCP and confirmatory laboratory
analysis for PCP, PNAs, and dioxin.

Second, MMI rajects the notion that there are
inadequata data to proceed with an of the consent decrea at
the present time. It is always possible to argue that more
sampling and analytical data would provide a bstter understanding
of a Superfund site. As a practical matter, however, if ona
sampled avery square focot of a site, the costs of collecting and
analyzing the samples would rapidly exceed even the most costly
resedy. At some point the exierts and regulators most faniliar
with the site must make a decision that there are enough data
availadle to make a wall-informed decision regarding tha proper
remedy. In this casa ERM-Southwest has already collected and
analyzed a substantial number of samples. Furthermore, as a part
of the pre-design work required by the consent decree, there will
be additicnal samples collected and analyzed. Based on ERM=-
Southwest’s analysis of tha former shareholdars’ comments, MMI
does not see any plausible basis for the contention that the data
available regarding PCP or dioxin at the site are insufficient ¢
develop voluma and cost estimates.

Third, whila MMI shares the interest of its former yéé
shareholders in_seeking the most cost-effective remedy for the )
site in guestion, MMI believes that many of the concerns advanced LA

in the former shareholders’ comments arise out of a lack of :
familiarity on their part with the prior history of operations at !

i
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the site and the fairly extensive body of data regarding
environmental conditions and treatment costs. Exhibit A refutes
the contention that there are “too many unknowns" at this time.

Fourth, Dr. Bern’s report simply does not support Ms
Brand’s contention that further sampling will produce volumes
that would makse his remedy cost effective.

Fifth, Pigure 1 and Table 1 of BExhibit A graphically Eiujb-dr
portray the cost ineffectiveness of off-sita incineration, even c¢_/ug1t
assuning it were available for the Arkwood soil and sludges.

Finally, with respect to the three enumarated requests
in the concluding paragraph of Ms. Brand’s latter, MMI submits
that:

(1) It agreas that the Department should consider
the exchangae of views reflected in Ms. Brand’s
submittal and MMI’s comments. Indeed, it is MMI’s s
understanding that the Department is obligated by its
own regulations to do so. Sea 28 C.F.R. § 50.7.
e e

(2) MMI does not object to postponing the entry
of judgment until May 1, 1992 to allow further dialogue ik
between Dr. Bern and MMI’s consultants. Howaver, based J

on the review of Dr. Bern’s comments by MMI’s R
consultants which is reflected in the attachment to ?

this letter, it appears that most of Dr. Bexn’s

concerns arise out of his inaccurate or incompletea

understanding of the Arkwood site.

(3) MMI flatly rejects tha fexrmer shareholders’
unsubstantiated suggestions that the samples collected
during the Feasibility Study are "biased® in any way.
MMI agrees that further sampling is appropriate, and v_—
raiterates that such sanpling is called for bi the pre=-
design work contemplated by the decree as it is
currently written. For the foregoing reasongs, MMI
doubts that the $8,000 effort proposed by Dr. Bern

would significantly advance an undarstanding of the
site or warrant a change in the decrea.

MMI remains ready to answer any questions or provide
any further information which the Department or the district
court may have.

S
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Page 4
Respectfully submitted,
MITCHELL, WILLIAMS, SELIG
GATES & WOODYARD
By _
Allan Gates
Counsal for MMI
AG:gs
Attachment

cc: Molly E. Hall, Esqg.
Richard L. Ehrhart v/
Martha C. Brand, Esq.

(olr7.
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'ERM-Southwest, Inc.

16000 Mamorial Orive « Suite 200 « Houston. Texas 77079-4008 « (713) 436-3600 « Fax (713) 456-9698

March 9, 1992

Ms. Jean A. Mescher

McKesson Corporation

One Post Street, 23th Floor

San Francisco, CA 94101-3296 W.0. #92=-19

Re: Arkwood, Inc. Site
Technical Response to Dr. Bern’s lLetter dated March 3, 1952
and Ms. Martha Brand’s Letter dated March 4, 1992

Dear Ms. Mescher:

Wa have reviewed the latest correspondence from Dr. Joseph Bern and

from Ma. Martha Brand regarding suggested changes to the EPA’s

salected soil remedy required by the Record of Decision (ROD).

¥hile we agree that it makes sense to use the most cost effective

=eans to treat whataever volune of soil M{n;xist at the Arkwood

gita,dwa feel the technical reasoning beh thair arguments is
aveaq.,

Throughout Dr. Bern’s correspondence, he states that the 7S has
overestimated tha volume of soil which needs to ba excavated and
treated. He supports this by contanding that we have been too
conservative in our approach to delineating the 300 wg/kg PCP
isopleth and we have based our calculations for dioxin on a biased
sanpling program, an insufficient amount of data and incerrect
assunptions regarding its distribution.

He further contends that only a small fraction of the material on
site will fail the cleanup criteria and will require incineration
after his proposed biotreatment. '

The following sections address these issues.

I. EREDESIGN SAMPLING PROGRAM

In the March 4, 1992 letter froa Martha Brand to the U.S.
Depaxrtnent of Justice on behalf of the former MMI shareholders, Ms.
Brand states "Dr. Bern has concluded that based on the on-site soil
sampling that has deen done to date, ... there i1s insufficient data
on the voluzme of soils that nust be excavated at the site and the
concentrations of PCPs, dioxins and PHA in those soils... .® She
furthar states that “An unbiased sazpling progran must be ixple~
nented in the pre~design stage bayond that called for in the
Statenment of Work..." and that "Dr. Bern has suggested an unbiased

EXHIBIT A 5
Page 1 of 6 I AFOSONLCo2
NEW ORLEANS: 3501 N. Causewsy 8ivd. o Suite 200 « Matairie. LA 70002 « (504) 831-6700 « Fax (508) 8316742
AUSTIN: 11208, Capity! of?msmg. . 3'285"' Ste. 205« Austin, Texas 78748.(512) 328-5200 Fax (312 3289214 [P, p
DALLAS: 4100 Spring Valiey Road o Suite 200 » Daitgs. Texas 73244 ¢ (214) 458-7272 o Fax (214) 458-7204
EL PASQ: . 5250 Gatwway Weat Boulevard» Suite €55 » £ Pasa, Texds 79923 « (915) 779-6668 « Fax (518) 779-6632 "

An affiliste of the Enviconmental Aesources Mansgement 3roup with offices workiwide
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ERM-Southwast, ine,

Mg. Jean A. Mescher
McXasson Corporation
March 9, 1992

field screening program that will cost approximately $8,000 to
datermine if the pattern to the PCP contamination on the site is as
delineated by McKesson.®

He feel there are threa major daficiencies in Ma. Brand’s comments
regaxrding Dr. Bern’s proposed sampling program.

First of all, ve agree additional data is needed prior to design.

That 1is the reason the Statement of Work (SOW) includes the
regquirement that "Prior to beginning the Remedial Design, a series ‘/

of Predesign Studies will be performed to gather additional data WA
necassary for design.” Although wa feel the information contained

in the FS was sufficient and accurate enough to perform the
necessary avaluation of remedial alternatives, we do not feel
confortadble basing our final remedial design solely on that data.

perceives as our misinterpretation of dioxin data, his sazmpling
progran does not include any further sappling or analysis for
dioxin. This means that after his proposed sampling program is
complete, we will not have any more information than we currently
have regarding the presence or distribution of dioxin. :

Secondly, although Dr. Bern’s ay ent is cantered around what he Gﬂg{ ?: '

Thirdly, we assune the additicnal $8,000 sampling program Ms. Brand
rafers to is the one Dr. Bern mentions in his March 3 letter. His
proposal is to develop a sampling program based on use of the >/
Ensys, Ine,, immunocassay kit which, he notes, he cannot guaranteo 24"
will work or will cost the 350 per test as predicted by the manue~
facturer. This is a fiold screening device for PCP only. His pro-
posed sanpling prograa makes no mention of any confirmatory labora=-

tory analyses to prove the flald kits nor does he mention the
mobilization or labor costs asscciated with such a sampling

progran.

The sanmpling program in the SOW already includes a proposed field
gscreening method for PCP. The Ensys, Inc., nme 111 likely he
the method used., Therefore, ) am proposed by Dr. Bern is
already incorporated in the SOW sampling program. In addition, the
80W saxmpling program will includa: ] e
© Ten samples roughly within a boundary very close to tha one in o 'wb
Dr. Bern provided in his February 24 letter,

@ Up to 60 additional samplae 1locations at thres vertical N% he
intervals (6 inch increments) on a 530 foot grid between the

boundary of the area xentioned above and ocur 300 ng/k9 ,
isopleth, and % wa
NP/
Page 2 of 6 gl"? © amenen g
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ERM-Southwast, Inc.

Mg, Jean A. Mescher
McResson Corporation
March 9, 1992

o Six additional borings up to 7 feet deap and sampled up to.@{/
aeight times per boring in the main site’s 1 to 5 foot
excavation area.

All of these samples in our proposed program will be analyzed for
PCP in the laboratory using a GC/MS (SW-846 8270). During the
course of collecting the above samples for shipment to the labora-
tory, we will split up to 30 sanmples and analyza them for PCP in
the field with field test kits (»ost likely the Ensys). This will
allow us to verify the accuracy of the f£igld test kits. 1In addi-
tion, we will analyze yp to ten of the collected samples for dioxin M
€0 support the correlation we believe exists batwveen the PCP lavels
and dioxin levels and we will analyze up to twenty five of the
collected samples for c~PNAS to support the corrslation we beliave
may exist between the PCP lavels and c~PNAs.

the one proposed by Dr. Bern since ours will include laboratory and

HWe feel our program will give a much nore definitive ansver than-
field analysis of PCP plus additicnal analyses for dioxin and c¢-

Dr. Bern claims that only three parcent of the total affected \&M ’
material will need to be incinerated off~sita using his proposed /
remedy. You have informed us that Dr. Bern conceded that the three /
the

rcent number was only a guess and is not supported by any of |
I/F3 or treatability data.

In his original proposal ocutlined in his Pebruary 24 letter, Dr. [ oo
Bern advocates the removal of wood particles prior to treatzent by -
sjave and wash, However, he makes no comment regarding their >
treatment. According to tha F3 treatability studies, the wood .
particles alone may constitutae up to two percent of the material on w&
the site. Since we would expect these particles to fail the’ Cy
cleanup criteria and require incineration, one must conclude that

the remaining one percent of Dr. Bern’s original three psrcantf“‘ﬂ‘*‘q\
estimate for material requiring incineration would result froa
dioxin-containing biolcgical treatzent residue. We do not find any

data which will support this asgumption.

4 (
Since the dioxin will not bicdlegrade and will concentrate in the W"?
biologically treated fines reaidue, Dr. Bern’s estimate may be off
by as much as a factor of 3ix or more. The impact which increased [y
quantities of material requiring ineineration even twofold will
have on treatment cousts is shown graphically in Pigure 1 and %
detajiled in Table 1. The information illustrates the effect on W_

Paga 3 of 6 qh’? | ARSONC
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ERM-Southwaest, Inc.

Ms. Jean A. Megcher
McKesson Corporation
March 9, 1992

EPA selected soil remedy and Dr. Bern’s remedy using both his threa
porcex;tl values and a potential six percent value of residual
material.

In a telephone cenversation with the operator of the Coffeyville, ﬂq,,ufbl
Kansas, incinerator, the operator indicated they had just complated a o
their test burn but had not yet resolved certain problems which

would allow them to routinely accept dioxin containing waste. Ha

also indicated the cost of incinerating dioxin\wastes would likely

be double that charged for other wastes. The incinerator is cur-

rently charging $1.00 to $1.20 per pound for nmaterials accepted.

Pigure 1 i3 based on $1.00 per pound.

A review of Pigure 1 indicates that a remedy incorporating off-site ’fw~
incineration is highly senaitive to volumes and could result in :

rapidly escalating costs. !
IIX 7L : 3 :
- SITE OPERATIONS

Many of the arguments Dr. Bern makes to support his clain reqarding ¢
dioxin data are possibly due to his not having all the facts
regarding operaticns at the site.

Sevaral clarifications pay answer soge of Dr. Bern’s concerns
expressed in his March 3 letter. These clarifications are as
follows:

© The material used to treat the woocd at the site was composed
of approxinately 95% diesel oil or Number 2 fuel oil and 5%
PCP (dioxin was a contaminant of PCP),

O The wmaterial in the trolley track area is of the sane
composition as material in the main yard. After pressure
treatnent, the wooed was temporarily stored on the trolley
track until it was moved onto the main yard, and

© While stored on the majin yard, the treated wood continued to
"weep®., The majority of the staining obaserved during the
léhenedégé Investigation (RI) is associated with the vaeping of

e wood.

© Residus from the treatment process was occasionally used for

dust control on the site roadway using a nixture of mostly
water with some wood treatment oils.

Page 4 of 6 ©/,7 AKSER.CN
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ERM-Southwest, Inc,

Ms. Jean A. Mescher
McKesson Corporation
March 9, 1992

<
Based on thesa operational facts, one must conclude dioxin { a%w’
distributed in approximately the same ratio as the PCP and

petroleunm o0il for the main site and the trolley track area.

IV. CONCLUSIONG

our conclusions regarding tha =salient points of Dr. Bern’s and Ms.
Brands laetter can be sunmarized as followss

1. We agree that:

a. if dioxin were no longer as liniting a consideration as
it now is,

b. if a nore cost effective remedy could be designed to
treat whatever volume of affected material exists,

. if that alternate remedy can meet the cleamup criteria
defined in the ROD, and

d. if EPA will retain all other aspects of the ROD but be
willing to »e flexible {n accepting an alternate;
possibly innovative, cost aeffective remedy for the fine
material remaining after sieve and wash, we would be in
favor of pursuing an alternative rexedy in lieu of the
present ROD required remedy.

2. We strongly disagree with Dr. Bern’s estimate that only three
pexcent of the total excavated material will require inciner=-

ation, and i

3. We do not agree that our data regarding dioxin, c-PNAs or (/
is wrong or inconclusive; we have a substantial amount of
1§:onati.on and we plan to supplement it in the predesign
phase. ' ;

4. We do not agree that Dr. Bern’s proposed $8,000 sanpling /
progran can or will provide any more conclusive or useful data

than that which will be obtained by the comprehensive sampling
program already required by the SOW.

Page 5 of 6
“Iﬂ
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ERM-Southwast, Inc.

Ma. Jean A. Mescher
HcKesson Corporation
Maxrch 9, 1992

As mentioned at the beginning of this letter, we certainly accept
Dr. Bern’s and Ms. Brand’s theoretical premise that it makes sense
to usae the most cost affective means to treat whataver volume of
affected sofl may exist. We do not feel, however, that if one were
to considar all the facts avajilable it would ba reasonable to
expect Dxr. Bern’s remedy to meset that criteria.

Sincerely,
ERM~-SOUTHWEST, INC.

Ronald T. Grirmes, P.E.

RIG/sm3$ areoncn
Attachments

cc:  Dinah L. Szander, Bsq., McKessoen Corp.
Robert Ritchie, McKesson Corp.
Bob Barkeyr, Mass Merchandisers, Inc.
Allan Gates, Mitchell, willians, Selig & Tucker
Douglas Diehl, ERM-Southwest, Inc.
Staven Calhoun, ERM-Southwest, Inc.
B.C. Rebison, ERM~Southwest, Inc.

Page 6 of 6 s
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